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The Seattle Fault System At Depth
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the Terrace Inner- Edge
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Slip Inversion with Angular Dislocations
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in Poly3Dinv (Maerten, et
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Inverted Slip and Modeled Uplift

Model set-up
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Model Comparison

Fault cross- Ll # of RMS error

: area
section m I lement m
ode (km2) elements (m)

Roughness

cmikm2) MW

Johnson frontal 570 332 0.71 0.76 7.30
fault
Johnson middle 530 309 1.72 1.85 7.35
fault
Brocher fault 540 328 0.58 0.69 7.41
FrEteired 1596 525 0.64 0.34 7.27
solution

Regardless of differences in subsurface fault geometry...

A.D. 900 event approximately M,, = 7.2-7.4

sl



Conclusions

3) Slip inversion modeling gives earthquake magnitude of
M, =7.2-7.4

4) Larger magnitude is possible since terraces do not
record uplift <1l m

5) Stress triggering between Seattle and Tacoma faults not
a likely cause of coincident rupture



